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he didn’t even care that an American,
Mr. Kenneth Bae, was imprisoned in
North Korea. At the very least we
would hope that this American who is
imprisoned for no reason by this brutal
dictator would be released.

We should not be clinking glasses or
playing basketball with this dictator.
We should be demanding that an Amer-
ican citizen who committed no crime
be released.

——————

CONGRATULATING RIVERSIDE
PHARMACY ON ITS 60TH ANNI-
VERSARY

(Mr. COLLINS of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I am pleased to recognize a business
in my district that celebrated its 60th
anniversary this week.

Riverside Pharmacy is an example of
a small business that has survived the
economic downturn, changing health
care landscape, and often unfair play-
ing field to continue serving the people
of northeast Georgia.

Local pharmacies, such as Riverside,
play a vital role in America’s neighbor-
hoods. They provide unparalleled guid-
ance, assistance, and resources for fam-
ilies, including my own.

Joann Adams and Charlie Johnson
first opened Riverside on January 6,
1954. Now owned by Scottie Barton and
Stephen Gee, Riverside Pharmacy has
served generations of Georgians, help-
ing to guide them through the often
difficult health care decisions.

Although the world we live in looks
far removed from the 1950s, the focus of
Riverside Pharmacy has remained on
the patient. I am pleased to offer my
heartfelt congratulations to Riverside
on their 60th anniversary. We are so
lucky to have them providing care to
families in mnortheast Georgia. The
challenges facing independent commu-
nity pharmacies are great. But the im-
portant role they play in our towns and
States are even greater still.

————

AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION
BETWEEN THE AMERICAN INSTI-
TUTE IN TAIWAN AND THE TAI-
PEI ECONOMIC AND CULTURAL
REPRESENTATIVE OFFICE 1IN
THE UNITED STATES CON-
CERNING PEACEFUL USES OF
NUCLEAR ENERGY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 113-
86)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
I am pleased to transmit to the Con-
gress, pursuant to sections 123 b. and
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123 d. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 2153(b), (d)) (the
“Act”), the text of a proposed Agree-
ment for Cooperation Between the
American Institute in Taiwan (AIT)
and the Taipei Economic and Cultural
Representative Office in the United
States (TECRO) Concerning Peaceful
Uses of Nuclear Energy (the ‘‘Agree-
ment’’). I am also pleased to transmit
my written approval, authorization,
and determination concerning the
Agreement, and an unclassified Nu-
clear Proliferation Assessment State-
ment (NPAS) concerning the Agree-
ment. (In accordance with section 123
of the Act, as amended by title XII of
the Foreign Affairs Reform and Re-
structuring Act of 1998 (Public Law 105—
277), a classified annex to the NPAS,
prepared by the Secretary of State in
consultation with the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, summarizing rel-
evant classified information, will be
submitted to the Congress separately.)
The joint memorandum submitted to
me by the Secretaries of State and En-
ergy and a letter from the Chairman of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) stating the views of the Commis-
sion are also enclosed. An addendum to
the NPAS containing a comprehensive
analysis of the export control system
of Taiwan with respect to nuclear-re-
lated matters, including interactions
with other countries of proliferation
concern and the actual or suspected
nuclear, dual-use, or missile-related
transfers to such countries, pursuant
to section 102A of the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947 (560 U.S.C. 403-1), as
amended, is being submitted separately
by the Director of National Intel-
ligence.

The proposed Agreement has been ne-
gotiated in accordance with the Act
and other applicable law. In my judg-
ment, it meets all applicable statutory
requirements and will advance the non-
proliferation and other foreign policy
interests of the United States.

The proposed Agreement provides a
comprehensive framework for peaceful
nuclear cooperation with the authori-
ties on Taiwan based on a mutual com-
mitment to nuclear nonproliferation.
The proposed Agreement has an indefi-
nite term from the date of its entry-
into-force, unless terminated by either
party on 1 year’s written notice. The
proposed Agreement permits the trans-
fer of information, material, equip-
ment (including reactors), and compo-
nents for nuclear research and nuclear
power production. The Agreement also
specifies cooperation shall be in ac-
cordance with the provisions of the
Agreement and applicable legal obliga-
tions, including, as appropriate, trea-
ties, international agreements, domes-
tic laws, regulations, and/or licensing
requirements (such as those imposed
by the NRC in accordance with 10 CFR
110 and the Department of Energy in
accordance with 10 CFR 810). It does
not permit transfers of Restricted
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Data, sensitive nuclear technology and
facilities, or major critical components
of such facilities. The proposed Agree-
ment also prohibits the possession of
sensitive nuclear facilities and any en-
gagement in activities involving sen-
sitive nuclear technology in the terri-
tory of the authorities represented by
TECRO. In the event of termination of
the proposed Agreement, key non-
proliferation conditions and controls
continue with respect to material,
equipment, and components subject to
the proposed Agreement.

Over the last two decades, the au-
thorities on Taiwan have established a
reliable record on nonproliferation and
on commitments to nonproliferation.
While the political status of the au-
thorities on Taiwan prevents them
from formally acceding to multilateral
nonproliferation treaties or agree-
ments, the authorities on Taiwan have
voluntarily assumed commitments to
adhere to the provisions of multilateral
treaties and initiatives. The Republic
of China ratified the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(NPT) in 1970 and ratified the Conven-
tion on the Prohibition of the Develop-
ment, Production and Stockpiling of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin
Weapons and on Their Destruction (the
“Biological Weapons Convention” or
“BWC”) in 1972. The authorities on
Taiwan have stated that they will con-
tinue to abide by the obligations of the
NPT (i.e., those of a non-nuclear-weap-
on state) and the BWC, and the United
States regards them as bound by both
treaties. The authorities on Taiwan
follow International Atomic Energy
Agency standards and directives in
their nuclear program, work closely
with U.S. civilian nuclear authorities,
and have established relationships with
mainland Chinese civilian authorities
with respect to nuclear safety. A more
detailed discussion of the domestic
civil nuclear activities and nuclear
nonproliferation policies and practices
of the authorities on Taiwan, including
their nuclear export policies and prac-
tices, is provided in the NPAS and in a
classified annex to the NPAS sub-
mitted separately. As noted above, an
addendum to the NPAS containing a
comprehensive analysis of the export
control system of the authorities on
Taiwan with respect to nuclear-related
matters is being submitted to you sep-
arately by the Director of National In-
telligence.

I have considered the views and rec-
ommendations of the interested agen-
cies in reviewing the proposed Agree-
ment and have determined that its per-
formance will promote, and will not
constitute an unreasonable risk to, the
common defense and security. Accord-
ingly, I have approved the Agreement
and authorized its execution and urge
the Congress to give it favorable con-
sideration.
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This transmission shall constitute a
submittal for purposes of both sections
123 b. and 123 d. of the Act. My Admin-
istration is prepared to begin imme-
diately the consultations with the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee and
the House Foreign Affairs Committee
as provided in section 123 b. Upon com-
pletion of the 30 days of continuous
session review provided for in section
123 b., the 60 days of continuous session
review provided for in section 123 d.
shall commence.

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, January 7, 2014.

———
0 1930

A GREAT DEAL OF NEWS TO
REPORT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCALLISTER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, a great
deal of news has come out. So many
things have happened since we recessed
in December. Some things did not get
the attention they should have.

This is an article from the Daily
Caller, December 18, entitled: ‘‘Senate
Democrats Block Amendment to Re-
store Veteran Benefits by Closing Ille-
gal Immigrant Welfare Loophole.”

Mr. Speaker, it would seem by any-
one’s standard of morality that when
someone promises something in order
to encourage or get someone else to ex-
pose themselves to death, to brutal
treatment, and that person does so—
they join the military, go through rig-
orous training, spend a career 20 years
or more defending the United States of
America, following orders—that it
would be morally reprehensible for
anyone, or in this case any govern-
ment, to pull back on the promises
that were made to those who served re-
lying on those promises.

In courts, that doctrine would be
called ‘‘promissory estoppel.” Promises
are made to induce someone else to
act, the other does act in reliance on
those promises to the actor’s det-
riment, then in a court system a civil-
ian would be required under the doc-
trine of promissory estoppel to provide
what was promised.

But the United States Government is
not subject to such claims in court so
it must rely upon Congress to have the
moral compass and the conscience to
keep our promises to those who have
served enough years, long enough to re-
tire. When I push for such benefits and
the keeping of our word to our vet-
erans, it is not something that enures
to my benefit. I served in the Army,
but only for 4 years. I did not reach the
20-year mark or more that would have
entitled me to the promises that were
made.

But I know so many who had the
chance to go back and make more
money in the civilian sector and not
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give up their right of freedom of assem-
bly and had to assemble at 5 in the
morning, as we often did, or doing
forced marches, as we did, or doing so
many things that were not fun or
pleasant, but doing so because it was
proper training to be in the United
States military. We owe those who
have served to keep our promises.

When George Washington resigned as
commander of the revolutionary mili-
tary, it was an incredible act that con-
stantly comes up both here and abroad
when people both here and around the
world look for an example of true self-
less service to one’s country. And how
George Washington could serve as com-
mander of the revolutionary military,
the revolution is won, and he did what
no one in the history of the world has
ever done: won the revolution as com-
mander of the military and then resign
and in effect that I have done all you
asked and now I am going home.

That was brought up to me in the
Maldive Islands some time back that I
was told was a relatively new democ-
racy who were always worried about a
military coup because we never had a
proper example like George Wash-
ington, we never had a George Wash-
ington to set the proper example, and
has had a military coup since, I was
told. Not only did George Washington
resign, but at the end of his resigna-
tion—and this was something that was
said to all 13 Governors—he had a pray-
er for the country. Part of that prayer
was that we would never fail to remem-
ber, basically honoring those who have
served.

Then apparently on December 18, the
United States Senate voted against re-
storing the benefits that were taken
away from veterans because they
didn’t want to close a loophole in the
law that allows for people who come
here illegally to get welfare. Because if
that loophole had been closed, then
people who come illegally would not be
able to get welfare, and the money
saved by closing that loophole would be
enough to fund our promises that have
been broken to our veterans under the
brand-new budget.

I hope very soon that we will have a
chance to fix that in the House. It is
the right thing to do. How else will we
have the moral authority in Congress
to do anything else? We can’t keep our
promises in answer to the prayer that
George Washington had that we would
never forget those, that we would help
those who have served in the field, our
military. That is a travesty.

On December 19, the next day, there
was an article in the Washington
Times: ‘“‘Homeland Security Helps
Smuggle Illegal Immigrant Children
into the United States.” It goes on to
discuss a 10-page order by Judge An-
drew S. Hanen. And Judge Hanen, it
says, said the case was the fourth such
case he had seen over the last month.
And in each instance, Customs and
Border Protection agents have helped
to locate and deliver the children to
their illegal immigrant parents.

H9

Now, Republicans believe in the sanc-
tity of marriage and the sanctity and
importance of families in America.
When someone chooses to violate
United States law and enter the United
States illegally without proper docu-
mentation, no matter how noble the
cause is believed to be to help family—
obviously that is a noble cause—but if
it is done illegally, without docu-
mentation, it is an incredible dis-
service and affects so unfairly those
who have stood in line, paid money
after money, done everything the right
way to gain entrance into the United
States legally.

There is one person to whom I spoke
last Thursday that he was married to a
woman that he tried for so long to get
legally into the United States and fi-
nally got her into the country legally.
It is so grossly unfair to the millions of
people who have come into this coun-
try as immigrants legally. We are a Na-
tion of immigrants. As my friend
STEVE KING says, there is really not a
nation in the world, perhaps, that is
not a nation of immigrants. But the
United States certainly is.

One of the big reasons we have been
able to become the most free—until
ObamaCare perhaps—but the most free
Nation in the world with the least gov-
ernment dictation and intervention in
our private lives, and been the most
blessed country, I believe, even more so
than Solomon’s Israel, is because we
were a Nation of laws, as the Founders
described it, a Nation where no one was
perceived to be above the law.

I even paid a parking ticket because
people perceived that I had violated a
law and a National Park policeman
who did not know the law, was igno-
rant of the law, decided to give it. It
was easier to pay the $25 than it was to
help teach the National Park police-
man the law on parking in Washington,
D.C. Nobody is above the law. Nobody
is supposed to be above the law.

There are verses throughout the Old
Testament and New Testament. So
many of the first hundred years of this
Nation’s existence had scriptures
quoted from the Old Testament and
New Testament as a basis, or reason,
that particular legislation should be
passed.

Well, one thing is clear in the Old
Testament and New Testament: that
showing partiality, showing favoritism,
to anyone—as Leviticus talks about—
whether it is to the very poor or the
very wealthy, either way it is not
right; it is wrong.

If we are going to ever attain again
moral authority as a Congress, we have
to make sure the law is applied fairly
across the board. When someone choos-
es to violate our laws by coming into
the country, then we have a President
who took an oath to see that the laws
of the United States are carried out
and properly executed. That means ev-
eryone who answers to the President of
the United States, including the De-
partment of Homeland Security, in-
cluding Customs and Border enforce-
ment, all of DHS, should be following
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